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I  would  like  today  to  try  ldantlfylng  some  of  tha  problems  and 
iaauaa  in  tha  flald  of  civilian  paraoanal  adulniotration  aa  thay  ralata 
to  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  laboratoriea . 

Thia  ia  cartaiply  not  a  now  aubject,  but  it  la  one  that  neada  con¬ 
tinuing  attention  at  tha  highest  level.  In  ay  job,  I  ea  concerned  with 
tha  development  of  an  effective  in-house  capability  for  research  and 
technology.  Consequently,  the  inpact  of  personnel  policies  and  practices 
upvn  tha  management  of  tha  Dafanaa  laboratories  is  of  vital  concern  to 
me .  I  recognize  that  problems  vary  in  intensity  and  character  from  lab 
to  lab  and  from  agency  to  agency,  ao  there  will  always  be  some  exceptions 
to  the  points  1  cover  hare. 

First,  what  is  tha  image  of  a  technical  career  in  tha  Federal 
Government  as  a a an  by  industrial  scientists  and  engineers?  By  and  large 
they  see  a  lack  of  challenging  work  and  inltiativa,  too  llttla  recogni¬ 
tion,  with  etlfling  bureaucracy  and  mountains  of  paper  work  and  red  tape. 
In  ehort,  a  career  for  people  of  marginal  quality  with  little  imagination 
and  ambition  but  tha  desire  for  lots  of  security.  Right  or  wrong ,  this 
la  tha  general  image  on  the  outside. 

Second,  what  are  my  own  observations  since  coming  to  the  Government? 
Hell,  I  found  that  there  are  many  very  bright  people,  but  there  are  lots 
of  marginal  ones  as  wall.  Too  often  longevity  appears  to  count  more  than 
achievement,  and  there  is  stagnation  resulting  from  an  inadequate  supply 
of  new  blood  for  key  RAD  management  positions.  Finally,  RAJ)  managers 
frequently  do  not  have  authority  commensurate  with  their  responsibilities. 
Aa  a  result  of  J;hese  factors,  there  does  not  appear  to  be  an  adequate 
system  of  Incentives,  rewards  and  penalties— which  are  abaolutely  funda¬ 
mental  to  any  dynamic  and  productive  organization. 

More  specifically,  I  found  that  many  of  our  in-houae  laboratories 
have  not  been  heavily  involved  in  the  overall  weapon-planning  process, 
and  too  few  have  been  involved  in  urgent  military  problesis. 

Third,  thay  did  not  possess  sufficient  administrative  flexibility 
to  respond  rapidly  to  changing  needs,  the  changing  state  of  technology, 
and  the  changing  nature  of  new  tasks .  Thus,  as  already  noted,  they  have 
responsibility  without  authority. 

Such  an  environment  is  clearly  not  conducive  to  attracting  tha 
bright,  ambitious  talented  individual.  You  may  well  ask,  "If  that's  the 
situation,  what  la  RAD  management  doing  about  it?"  In  1967,  wa  instituted 
a  high-priority  program  to  minimise  or  eliminate  theae  problems  by: 

(1)  assigning  Important  military  missions  and  weapon-planning 
responsibilities  to  laboratories; 


1 


SioMAie  * 


U)  Reorganising  fragmented  activities  Into  nor*  cohesive 
structures  end  centers  with  specific,  challenging  missions;  end 

(3)  Sllainating  administrative  problems  thet  hsve  Inhibited 
the  effectiveness  of  leboretories. 

He  have  bed  some  success  with  this  progrsa.  Tho  worst  difficulty, 
of  course,  hee  been  “people”  problems,  end  wa  heve  been  less  successful 
la  finding  solutions  for  personnel  problems  then  for  the  others.  This, 
in  feet,  is  the  mein  thrust  of  ay  remarks  today.  Pert  of  our  problem 
may  be  ooe  of  attitudes  end  sociology,  but  much  of  the  problem  is  the 
result  of  "the  system." 

You  know,  we  can  wests  e  greet  deal  of  time  in  frying  to  fix  the 
blame  for  our  Inability  to  find  more  solutions  to  our  personnel  troubles. 

I  feel  thst  both  R&D  managers  and  parsonnsl  directors  must  share  the 
blame.  How  X  realise  there  have  bean  casta  in  which  we  had  waak  R&D  * 
manage re  and  the  personnel  people  atepped  in  and  did  an  effective  job. 
There  ere  also  instances  in  which  the  opposite  was  true. 

Hhat  la  the  problem  in  this  business  of  personnel  administration? 

Is  it  s  matter  of  sits?  Is  it  lack  of  authority?  These  ere  components 
of  the  problem,  but  they  ere  magnified  by  whet  I  consider  one  of  the 
major  problame  -many  personnel  people  consider  personnel  matters  as 
sole ly  in  their  domain.  They  fell  to  recognise  thet  managers  of  techni¬ 
cal  organisations  are  intimately  Involved  in  the  personnel  business. 

The  R&D  managers  create  the  technical  climate .  They  sat  goals  and  aaaaae 
performance,  end  they  suet  guide  end  motivate  their  people  toward  those 
goals.  We  Mist  remember  that  the  R&D  manager  is  responsible  for  the 
ultimate  eucceaa  or  failure  of  technical  ventures  end  the  laboratory  it¬ 
self.  So  it's  very  clear  that  an  important  role  of  the  personnel  speci¬ 
alist  le  to  provide  expert  asaietence  so  that  these  goals  can  be  achieved. 

Let  ua  compare  for  a  moment  ay  own  experience  an  R&D  manager  in 
industry  end  e  typical  DoD  laboratory  director.  As  a  manager  of  indus¬ 
trial  R&D,  I  was  given  certain  financial  end  technical  objectives  to 
achieve  each  year,  a  budget  within  which  I  had  to  operate,  and  a  great 
daal  of  authority  to  carry  out  technical  operations.  If  I  did  not  meet 
the  objectives,  the  penalty  wee  spelled  out,  or  at  least  understood — 
flrad  or  shelved.  The  incentives  for  achieving  or  exceeding  them  were 
also  wall  understood. 

I  wee  pert  of  a  larger  organisation  end  therefore  had  to  Interact 
with  forces  end  situations  outside  ay  own  dooMln.  We  had  a  check-and- 
balance  system  like  the  Government's,  but  I  believe  we  had  more  emphasis 
on  the  "balances"  end  lees  on  the  "checks."  I  had  ready  access  to  the 
policy  level,  which  la  more  possible  in  a  smaller  organization,  and  I 
could  always  heve  my  day  in  court.  This  doesn't  mean  that  I  didn't  loae 
a  few  appeals,  but  the  opportunity  to  appeal  was  there. 
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Probably  on*  of  ny  graataaC  management  flaxlblllclaa  waa  that  I 
could  make  tha  hira  and  flra  daclalona  and  had  tha  authority  to  deploy 
ay  tachnical  raaourcaa  rapidly  to  meet  naw  altuatlona.  In  Implementing 
thia  system,  naturally  I  had  to  work  eloaaly  with  our  peraonnal  paopla, 
but  our  paraonnal  systems  vara  ralatlvaly  aiaple.  They  vara  the  experts 
oa  salary  structures,  recruiting  tachnlquaa  and  aimilar  apcclaltiaa,  and 
wa  worked  togathar  ualng  tha  profit  and  loaa  etateaent  aa  our  principal 
gulda.  That  la  what  wa  ware  judged  on.  That's  how  one  advanced,,  not 
Juet  by  living  within  tha  ayataa.  Wa  had  to  aatiafy  our  custoaere  to 
aurvlve.  Our  pereonnel  office  waa  also  notlvated  toward  these  objectives, 
because  everyone  gained  froa  being  associated  with  a  profitable  organiza¬ 
tion. 


In  looking  at  tha  Govamaant  organization.  I  raalisa  that  wa  hava 
no  profit  and  lost  atataaant.  nor  can  wa  hava  ona.  But.  aora  Important, 
that#  la  also  a  fundaaental  difference  that  can  ba  formulated  m  follows: 
What  la  tha  optlaua  tradeoff  point  batvaan  maximising  organisational' 
parforaanca.  In  tha  way  that  corporations  tend  to  do,  and  aaxlalslng  tha 
protection  of  employee  rights,  in  the  way  that  tha  Govamaant  civil  ser¬ 
vice  aarit  ayataa  tends  to  do? 

An  industrial  group  can,  and  la  oftan  willing  to,  hlra  and  flra 
paopla,  baaad  upon  "hard-noaed"  crltaria  for  laproving  tha  organization 'a 
affactlvanaaa  In  achlavlng  a  specific  goal.  Without  question,  thia  aay 
produce  an  occasional  unfair  or  preaature  action  froa  tha  Ideal  paraonnal 
administrator 'a  perspective.  We  oust  remember,  however,  that  tha  objec¬ 
tive  la  always  quality  improvement.  On  tha  other  hand,  my  observations 
are  that  tha  Government  tends  to  develop  and  apply  mechanisms  that  place 
great  emphaals  on  tenure  and  preserving  every  employee’s  righto,  even 
though  these  mechanisms  actually  reduce  the  effectiveness  of  a  given 
organizational  unit. 

Obviously,  there  are  proa  and  cons  regarding  both  of  these  extreme 
orientations .  Tha  problem  is  to  create  a  healthy  middle  ground.  An 
employee  whose  rights  are  protected  but  whose  organization  la  ineffective 
uay  not  ba  any  happier  than  an  employee  who  faala  a  colleague  la  being 
treated  somewhat  unfairly  but  who  knows  ha  la  participating  in  a  highly 
successful,  viable  activity . 

There  are  alzo  many  other  differences  that  causa  problems.  In  the 
DoD,  scientists  and  engineers  represent  only  a  fraction  of  tha  total 
force,  about  2  to  3  percent.  Thia  la  not  a  complaint,  simply  a  fact. 

But  In  moat  case*  they  are  deeply  embedded  in  an  organizational  matrix 
that  haa  much  broader  responsibilities  than  just  BAD.  The  overall  per¬ 
aonnal  ayatam  ia  often  operated  around  the  majority.  It  appears  to  lack 
tha  required  flexibility  to  permit  tha  eatebllehamnt  or  maintenance  of  a 
craatlva  environment . 

Isn't  It  ironic  that  in  thia  system  wa  can  find  situations  in  which 
a  laboratory  manager  who  haa  authority  to  make  milllon-dollar  tachnical 
daclalona  hasn't  tha  authority,  working  In  conjunction  with  his  own 
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personnel  office,  to  meke  e  thouaand-dollar  decision  on  promoting  a 
GS-13  to  GS-14  without  prior  approval  by  higher  authority;  or  a  technical 
■an agar  ie  not  permitted  to  move  a  GS-12  phyalclat  from  one  branch  to 
another  without  getting  permission  beforehand,  and  cannot  meke  a  $4,10 
decision  to  send  a  technical  man  to  a  scientific  meeting  without  going 
up  the  line  for  approval?  Or  course,  the  last  example  is  not  a  personnel 
rastriction,  but  perhaps  it  illustrates  the  degree  of  detail  that  is 
bogging  ua  down  and  contributes  to  the  image  I  described  earlier. 

When  I  discussed  the  matter  of  personnel  flexibility  with  Chairman 
John  Mscy  [of  the  Civil  Service  Comalesion]  sometime  beck,  he  said  that 
we  have  a  greet  deal  of  flexibility  in  the  Federal  personnel  system  but 
it  just  isn't  being  used  by  the  agencies.  T.  then  talked  to  the  agencies, 
end  they  put  the  blame  squarely  on  the  civil  service  system.  Finally  we 
told  Chairman  Macy,  "You  aey  thera  is  flexibility  in  the  Federal  person¬ 
nel  system  to  provide  a  better  operation.  But  our  personnel  people 
really  don't  agraa.  How  about  sanding  your  repraeentatlvea  into  our 
laboratories ,  have  them  talk  to  the  managers  and  personnel  directors,  end 
find  out  firsthand  whathar  wa  ara  using  all  of  the  flexibility  available 
within  the  personnel  eye tea?"  Ha  did  Just  that— sent  hie  regional  direc¬ 
tors  Into  47  DoD  leboretorlaa. 

We  have  recently  received  their  report,  end  we  have  joined  forces 
with  the  DoD  manpower  and  paraonnal  people  to  come  up  with  solutions. 

From  80  to  90  percent  of  the  problems  they  identified  are  resolvable 
within  the  framework  of  existing  legislation  end  civil  service  rules  and 
regulations.  Are  they  not  being  solved  because  of  ignorance  concerning 
those  rules  and  regulatlone,  or  failure  to  recognize  the  need  for  their 
solution,  or  satisfaction  with  the  status  quo?  I  don’t  know.  You  should 
ba  battar  judgaa  of  that  than  1. 

Tha  report  cites,  in  particular,  that  procedures,  controls  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  devices  that  are  effective  for  operational  and  logistical 
organizations  are  being  misapplied  to  R&D  activities.  This  la  being  done 
in  spite  of  apodal  provisions  available  within  the  Federal  personnel  sys¬ 
tem  that  ere  tailored  to  the  unique  needs  of  creative  people  end  work. 

To  emphasize  this,  let  me  quote  one  of  the  principal  findings  In  this 
report : 

The  key  to  laboratory  effectiveness  is  flexibility.  It  is 
possible  to  tailor  a  system  of  controls  within  the  Federal 
Paraonnal  System  which  is  compatible  with  the  need  for  a 
creative  environment  within  technical  organizations.  This 
can  be  different  from  thoae  applied  to  other  organizations. 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  has  delegated  to  Federal  Agencies 
the  authority  to  apply  a  number  of  special  provisions  to 
satisfy  the  unique  needs  of  reeeerch  end  development.  Such 
authorities  should  be  redelegated  to  the  extent  feasible  to 
the  lowest  level  consistent  with  good  management.  Better  use 
of  the  post-audit  technique  to  evaluate  end  appraise  perfor¬ 
mance  would  ba  appropriate. 
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There  Is  no  reason  why  we  cannot  achieve  a  tailored  manage- 
aant  system  for  technical  organisations,  which  ia  comparable 
to  that  of  progressive  industrial  technical  organisations 
and  compatible  with  the  Federal  Paraonnal  System.  The  toole 
are  available.  All  that  is  neccsiary  is  the  will  to  do  it.* 

We  of  the  technical  community  have  identiiiLi  a  long-time  urgent 
need,  and  the  Civil  Service  Commission  says  the  toola  are  available. 

What'a  the  problem,  then1?  1  believe  that  you,  aa  paraonnal  administra¬ 
tors,  will  have  to  decide  whether  you  are  part  of  the  problem  or  part  of 
tha  solution. 

Hick  Organovic,  in  hit  talk  on  "Improving  the  Bread"  before  this 
■aaa  group  in  1965,  attempted  to  aatabliah  some  goala  for  you.  Ha  aald, 

What  ia  tha  moat  aarloua  complaint  about  paraonnal  people? 

Tha  one  that  1  believe  la  moat  damaging  is  that  paraonnal 
officials  are  not  cantara  of  action,  or  innovation,  and  that 
they  do  not  ganarata  poaitiva  solutions  to  management  problems. 

Thera  are  too  many  personnel  people  who  are  mors  concerned 
about  aacurity,  tha  aafa  course,  tha  aaay  and  familiar  way, 
than  they  are  about  getting  their  teeth  into  tough  problama. 

.  .  .  Wa  must  have  a  greater  degree  of  boldness;  a  readiness 
to  look  at  problems  In  new  waya;  a  willingness  to  taka  tha 
chance  of  making  some  mistakes  ouxaalvaa  and  to  tell  manage¬ 
ment  about  their  errors  when  we  think  management  la  mistaken. 

1  agree  with  him.  Unfortunately,  what  he  seld  still  applies  3  years 
later.  I  wander  if  we  can  find  evidence  of  major  improvement! !  I  ^-lieve 
that  the  peat,  familiar  ways  of  managing  technical  people  and  organisation 
within  Government  has  not  produced  the  desired  results.  Some  new,  Imagi¬ 
native  approaches  are  needed.  1  believe  that  you  must  ask  yourselves, 

"Are  we  foaterlng  the  delegation  of  all  the  flexibility  that  la  available 
within  the  eystem?"  Suppose  that  a  driver  in  the  Grand  Prlx  race  la  told 
to  win  it  big  and  la  given  all  the  necessary  financial  resources,  but  ha 
has  to  use  80-octane  gasoline,  can  only  have  one  mechanic  and  no  alternate 
driver,  and  can't  kiss  a  pretty  girl  if  he  wine!  We  cannot  have  a  situa¬ 
tion  such  as  that  in  our  R4D  labs. 

In  these  days  of  specialiied  management  skills,  almost  all  executive 
actions  are  cooperative  ventures.  Aa  specialists  and  advisers  to  R6D 
management,  you  can  help  eatabllah  desired  objectives,  plan  meaningful 
personnel  and  manpower  programs,  and  provide  the  standards  for  after-tha- 
fact  appraisal.  This  would  be  Immeasurable  aaaiatance  to  the  line  manager. 


'Report  on  Problems  in  the  M  vigemnt  of  Department  of  Defense 
In-House  Laboratories  (Washington,  D.  C.:  Civil  Service  Commission,  27 
December  1967). 


5 


H«  must  net  only  manage  people  but  must  rtlate  people  and  skills  in  an 
integrated  way  with  programed  funds,  facllltlaa  and  equipment  to  accom¬ 
plish  hie  mission.  Ht  must  ha /a  s  degree  of  authority  over  people  coo- 
parable  to  hie  control  over  other  resources,  and  he  oust  be  guided  and 
heli>ed  in  his  personnel  activities  by  his  personnel  office,  just  as  he 
must  rely  on  his  procurement,  accounting  and  other  staff  offices 

We  must  find  ways  to  delegate  sure  authority  over  personnel  actions 
to  the  UD  manager.  We  must  have  enough  confidence  to  give  him  authority 
over  his  resources  to  attain  organisational  objsotlves.  If  he  succeeds , 
let's  reward  him.  If  ha  fails,  1st  his  pay  ths  price.  But,  abova  all, 
1st' a  reward  him  for  achievement. 

I  am  vitally  interested  In  this  important  problem  of  personnel 
management .  You  can  halp.  I  would  like  each  of  you  to  give  me  only  10 
adnutee  of  your  time  In  which  you  ask  yourself  theae  questions:  How  qan 
we  improve  the  personnel  management  of  Federal  laboratories?  How  can  we 
help  the  laboratory  director  achieve  hie  objectives  uore  effectively? 

Whet  action  can  we  take  to  improve  the  cooperative  efforts  of  personnel 
and  UD  people?  What  controls  ere  now  In  effect  that  don't  make  senes, 
and  whet  should  be  done  to  eliminate  them?  How  can  we  be  more  effective 
in  getting  rid  of  marginal  people?  Then,  give  me  a  call  or  drop  me  e 
note  with  your  thoughts  end  suggestions.  I  will  really  appreciate  :. 

1  believe  that  e  model  personnel  aye tea  for  UD  organisations  can 
bs  developed  within  the  Government  framework.  It  will  take  much  effort, 
but  if  we  have  the  will  we  can  succeed.  In  feet,  we  cannot  afford  to 
fell,  for  the  stakes  ere  too  high.  And,  as  you  taka  on  thasa  problsas, 
maybe  w«  should  rsmamber  what  Georgs  Bsrnerd  Shaw  said,  "Prograss  is 
only  mads  by  unreeaonabls  man." 


